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Explanation of internship 
 
This past summer I interned for two months with the Turner Endangered Species 
Fund in Bozeman, Montana. The Turner Endangered Species Fund (TESF) is a division 
of Turner Enterprises, Inc., which encompasses Ted Turner’s many business endeavors 
and operations. The internship was born out of, my interest in the role of private 
landowners in conservation efforts, following an internship at the Wyoming Wilderness 
Association, a small nonprofit that focused heavily on public conservation efforts. During 
my time at the Wyoming Wilderness Association, I encountered ranchers who 
participated in the conservation efforts of the WWA. This sparked my interest in how 
private landowners with significant tracts of land might play a role conservation work. 
When I returned to UNC, I was able to contact Mike Phillips, whose daughter was a UNC 
graduate, and establish a summer internship. In addition to being a highly published 
wildlife biologist and serving as the Director of the Turner Endangered Species Fund, 
Mike Phillips currently serves in the Montana state legislature, where he founded the 
Montana Legislative Climate Change Caucus and was recruited by the Obama 
Administration and U.S. Senate to serve on a coalition of state legislative leaders who 
worked to pass clean energy jobs and climate change legislation. Prior to working with 
Team Turner, Mr. Phillips served as the National Park Service project leader for the 
reintroduction of wolves into Yellowstone National Park, and was the Field Coordinator 
for the Red Wolf Recovery Program. The purpose of my internship at Turner Enterprises 
was to research the relationship between private landowners and endangered species 
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recovery projects. The launching point was a project on the Armendaris Ranch, one of 
Turner’s ranches located in New Mexico. Through a partnership with New Mexico 
Department of Fish and Game, the Turner Endangered Species Fund played a pivotal role 
in the successful and ongoing recovery of the desert big horn sheep, to the point that the 
species was delisted from the Endangered Species Act. Because of the role TESF played 
in the recovery, Turner Ranches is now able to sell hunting permits for big horn sheep. 
This sparked the possibility of a conservation concept where the success of a business 
endeavor, such as selling hunting permits, and the success of a species are intertwined. 
Team Turner thought if other instances of a species’ recovery leading to potentially 
profitable ventures existed, more private landowners could be incentivized to support 
recovery efforts, monetarily, through practices, or by providing habitat for the species.  It 
was through this internship that my thesis came to life, first through researching the 
financial implications of private recovery efforts, and then expanding to consider the 
social implications, and how such efforts fit into the American wildlife narrative.  
Methodology 
 
My research began with an extensive literature review on the history and content 
of the Endangered Species Act, with particular attention to the mechanisms in place to 
offset the impact of the Act on private landowners, and incentivize them to comply with 
the Act and encourage practices that supports species. I also examined TESF reports on 
various recovery projects, especially the report on the Desert Big Horn Sheep. The 
manager at the Armendaris Ranch was kind enough to share preliminary numbers on 
TESF’s investment in the project, and the revenue generated through hunts since. From 
here I expanded my search for other potential instances where recovery projects 
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involving private landowners were producing monetary results. This proved exceedingly 
difficult. The most comparable case was in Oregon, where the efforts of a single county, 
including outfitter businesses, led to the delisting of the Columbia Whitetail Deer. Some 
of the outfitting businesses owned land that they intentionally managed to support the 
deer’s preferred habitat. Their actions contributed to their ability to sell hunting tags.  
However, because this was the only reasonably solid case I could find, my 
supervisor at TESF, Mike Phillips, and I discussed the possibility of what we referred to 
as ‘the magical ungulate formula’. In other words, the feasibility of the idea of private 
landowners potentially making money—or at least breaking even—from their investment 
in a recovery project was made possible by the fact that the recovered species could be 
hunted. Hunting can generate a high price for a single animal, essentially getting you the 
best return for your investment. Although there is potential in other industries, like 
wildlife watching, fur, or pharmaceuticals, it does not appear that any such case with 
substantial documentation exists yet.  
During this time I also had semi-structured conversations with several employees 
at Turner Enterprises, Inc. (TEI) and TESF regarding their thoughts on the TESF 
recovery projects, how TESF’s goals fit into the larger goals of TEI, and what each 
employee thought about the concept of combining business with endangered species 
recovery. I also continued to search for landowners and outfitters who took part in 
endangered species conservation projects. Instances of landowners intentionally 
providing land are rare, and cases where the landowners have directly financially 
benefitted—and those benefits were well documented—were virtually nonexistent. Work 
continued in Chapel Hill by expanding my research to include the social implications of 
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private landowners becoming more involved in endangered species recovery. This 
research took the form of a wider literature review on the history of wildlife in America, 
and the implications of privatizing ‘wildness.’ This was greatly aided by the class AMST 
201: Approaches to American Studies, which focused on ‘the question of the animal.’ A 
study of particular noteworthiness is Shogren and Hayward’s “Biological Effectiveness 
and Economic Impacts of the Endangered Species Act.” Shogren and Hayward’s 
identification of the public nature of wildlife launched my argument for considering not 
only the economic potential of private landowners’ participation in recovery programs, 
but the privatization implications that accompany this potential.  
Scope of work  
This project was limited to private landowners with recovery projects going on in 
the United States, focusing heavily on Ted Turner and TESF. This was in large part due 
to my internship in Montana. However, it was also because the structure of endangered 
species recovery projects are often dictated by the Endangered Species Act, and other 
state and federal laws. It is important to note that the imperiled state of a species cannot 
be contained by state or national boundaries, considering that only humans define their 
habitats by country (and occasionally bequeath a species with a nation as a namesake). 
However, the history of wildlife in the United States uniquely impacts how imperiled 
species recovery and private landownership relate to one another.  
Limitations 
The conclusions drawn from my internship are limited primarily to the Western 
United States, and focus heavily on the private sector, which causes the project to lack 
geographic diversity. Additionally, an analysis of the change in Americans attitudes 
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toward wildlife over time is minimal. This is most apparent in chapter one, where the 
term ‘American Understandings of Wildlife’ is used broadly to describe a ‘dominant 
narrative’ that most closely relates to perceptions of wildlife and conservation drawn 
from the media and popular culture. Resultantly, it ignores the obvious existence of 
subsets of wildlife narratives, which will certainly vary greatly among particular 
demographics and communities. The use of the term ‘dominant narrative’ was also used 
to describe attitudes toward wildlife that I understand to collectively have the greatest 
impact on wildlife legislation. This creates a conundrum because the passage of the 
Endangered Species Act in 1973 suggests a collective attitude that favored wildlife 
conservation, but the ongoing destructiveness of wildlife and wildlife habitat suggests 
otherwise. An adequate examination of Americans’ changing interactions with wildlife 
would greatly add to this thesis. An additional limitation to my work is the lack of 
discussion of the ethics surrounding human-animals relationships and human-land 
relationships. Specifically, why only some land is designated ‘habitat,’ and the 
implications of a single individual (Ted Turner) amassing private property and making 
decisions regarding species. Many of the ethical questions raised throughout the project 
are currently beyond the scope of my work, but should be explored in a second phase. 
Chapter Outline 
 
In the first chapter, “American Understandings of Wildlife,” I examine 
contradictions within the American wildlife narrative. The popularity of wildlife in 
American symbols and images and American fascination with the wilderness is often 
diminished by Americans’ conceptualization of autonomy, and of which living beings 
(human or non-human) are entitled to autonomy. The chapter concludes with a brief 
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discussion of the need for a shift in our approach to wildlife that includes the 
participation of private landowners in imperiled species recovery programs. The second 
chapter, “The Endangered Species Act and its Relationship with Private Landowners” 
outlines the history and content of the Endangered Species Act, and describes the 
mechanisms of the Act intended to regulate and incentivize private land management 
practices that impact imperiled species. The third chapter, “When Conservation Meets 
Capitalism: How Private Landowners Can Garner Financial Benefits Through Imperiled 
Species Recovery Program Participation” examines how imperiled species possess the 
potential to generate market value through their recovery. It uses the cases of the 
Columbian Whitetail Deer and Ted Turner’s involvement with the Desert Bighorn Sheep 
to make the case for private landowners’ potential to derive financial benefits through 
imperiled species conservation. The final chapter summarizes the potential ecological and 
social implications of involving private landowners in imperiled wildlife conservation, 
including skewed systems of species prioritization, the privatization of animals, and the 
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CHAPTER ONE: American Understandings of Wildlife 
On January 7th of 2013, USA Today reported that hundreds of people in Boulder, 
Colorado attended a vigil mourning the slaughter of a community icon. According to the 
report, “organizers wanted to give people an opportunity to grieve, celebrate, and find 
closure.”1 The jury took just four hours to convict Sam Carter, a police officer, of nine 
counts related to the incident. In fact, Carter faced a heavier sentence because of 
Colorado’s ‘Samson’ law, which details extra punishment for the poaching of ‘an 
especially majestic animal.’ His victim was a bull elk named ‘Big Boy.’ 
The recent failure of grand juries to indict law enforcement officials for the deaths 
of Eric Garner and Michael Brown provides a disturbing juxtaposition of the American 
public’s valuation of wildlife and the lives of African Americans. Some might argue that 
the cases aren’t comparable, citing ambiguities or degree of agency of the actors 
involved.2  However, such an interpretation is wrong. The temporal proximity of the 
cases and the differences in public reactions to each of the three outcomes demonstrate a 
troubling willingness on the part of the American public to place higher value on animals 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1 “Colorado Vigil Honors Elk Shot Dead by Police Officer” USA Today January 7, 2013. 
 
2 “Comparing the Cases of Michael Brown, Eric Garner.” Associated Press. December 4, 2014. On August 
9, 2014 in Ferguson Missouri, unarmed 18 year old Michael Brown was shot to death following a 
confrontation with a white police officer. On July 17, 2014, unarmed 43 year old Eric Garner was killed 
after being put in an unauthorized chokehold by members of the New York City Police Department, who 
stopped him for illegally selling cigarettes. In both cases grand juries did not indict the police officers 
responsible for the deaths, inciting nationwide protests.  
	  
3 Hughes, Trevor. “Ex-Police Officer Found Guilty in Killing of Elk” USA Today June 3, 2014.  
	  
4 Burdette, Roger W. Renaissance of American Coinage 1909-1915. Great Falls, VA: Seneca Mills Press 
(2007). Pg. 46.  
 
5 Hanson, Emma I. Memory and Vision: Arts, Cultures, and Lives of Plains Indian People. Cody, WY: 
Buffalo Bill Historical Center, 2007. Pg. 211 
	  
6 Broome, Harvey. The Wilderness Society. Retrieved from: http://wilderness.org/blog/18patriotic-
 
2 “Comparing the Cases of Michael Brown, Eric Garner.” Associated Press. December 4, 2014. On August 
9, 2014 in Ferguson Missouri, unarmed 18 year old Michael Brown was shot to death following a 
confrontation with a white police officer. On July 17, 2014, unarmed 43 year old Eric Garner was killed 
after being put in an unauthorized chokehold by members of the New York City Police Department, who 
stopped him for illegally selling cigarettes. In both cases grand juries did not indict the police officers 
responsible for the deaths, inciting nationwide protests.  
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than on the lives of African American citizens. Furthermore, it displays a disconnect 
between the truth and the myth of America’s historic and current relationship with 
wildlife.  
The Myth of American Conservation and Wildlife Heritage 
Boulder District Attorney Stan Garnett said of the case of the bull elk: “This case 
is about what an animal like this means to the community…The public owns an animal 
like this.”3 His statement raises questions about American understandings of wildlife: the 
first half suggests a relationship of care, while the second half suggests mastery and 
superiority. In the United States, people’s understandings of wildlife exist on a vast 
spectrum, ranging from total indifference to lifelong dedication to species protection. The 
dominant national narrative plays a significant role in shaping people’s perceptions of 
wildlife. However, this narrative romanticizes the historical relationship between 
Americans and wildlife, and in the modern context it cherry picks which wildlife is 
important and which is not. This greatly influences conservation efforts and the recovery 
of imperiled species.  
American symbols are saturated with images of wildlife. Seventeen state flags fly 
an image of wild animals (many more depict domesticated animals). The once-
endangered bald eagle sits on the Great Seal of the United States, placing it on a vast 
number of official government documents, as well as on currency. In another instance, 
artist James Earle Fraser said of his design on the buffalo nickel: “When I was asked to 
do a nickel, I felt I wanted to do something totally American…It occurred to me that the 
buffalo, as part of our western background, was 100% American, and that our North 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
3 Hughes, Trevor. “Ex-Police Officer Found Guilty in Killing of Elk” USA Today June 3, 2014.  
	  
	   	   DeJong	  
	  
10 
American Indian fitted into the picture perfectly.”4  His commentary perfectly 
encapsulates how Americans mythologize the birth and ongoing heritage of the United 
States. The use of the term ‘our North American Indian’ is certainly worth noting, as is 
the disregard for the near extermination of the American bison, including the sanctioning 
of slaughtering by the US Army.5 When school textbooks and feature films depict 
American history—especially the Frontier and American West—they rarely are accurate 
in their portrayal of the violence settlers utilized against both wildlife and Native people, 
all in the name of manifest destiny. The settlers’ vision of destiny did not involve 
peaceful cohabitation. It demanded complete domination of the environment, and of 
whomever or whatever stood in the way.  
Harvey Broome, Co-founder of the Wilderness Society, reiterated America’s 
fascination with, and integration of, wildness into its national memory: “Without 
wilderness, we will eventually lose the capacity to understand America. Our drive, our 
ruggedness, our unquenchable optimism and zeal and elan go back to the challenges of 
the untrammeled wilderness.”6 The ‘untrammeled wilderness’ Broome alludes to now 
constitutes of approximately five percent of American lands through the protection of the 
National Wilderness Preservation System.7 About half of Americans think this is 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
4 Burdette, Roger W. Renaissance of American Coinage 1909-1915. Great Falls, VA: Seneca Mills Press 
(2007). Pg. 46.  
 
5 Hanson, Emma I. Memory and Vision: Arts, Cultures, and Lives of Plains Indian People. Cody, WY: 
Buffalo Bill Historical Center, 2007. Pg. 211 
	  
6 Broome, Harvey. The Wilderness Society. Retrieved from: http://wilderness.org/blog/18patriotic-
wilderness-quotes-july-4th  
 
7 “The Beginnings of the National Wilderness Preservation System.” Wilderness.net (2014). Retrieved 
from: http://www.wilderness.net/NWPS/fastfacts 
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enough.8 The way Americans choose to enjoy the wilderness and wildlife is indicative of 
the contradiction between the mythical version of the role of wild species in American 
history and the reality of both their past and current places in the American landscape. In 
his essay “Wild World” Roderick Frazier Nash commented, “Wilderness is the best 
environment in which to learn that humans are members in, and not masters of, the 
community of life.”9 In reality, the way Americans view wildlife suggests that we prefer 
to remember and experience the ‘challenges of the untrammeled wilderness’ through 
glass, fences, and from the safety of our vehicles, where the role of ‘master’ remains 
secure. Yellowstone, the world’s first national park, clearly exemplifies this. The park 
design includes a major road that figure-eights the entire park, enabling tourists to see 
volcanic features and offering excellent wildlife viewing opportunities, without ever 
being more than one hundred yards from their vehicles.   
American Valuation of Animals: Through Money and Compassion  
From a financial perspective, Americans really do appear to love wildlife. In 
2006, expenditures on wildlife watching in the United States were equivalent to all 
expenditures from spectator sports, amusement parks, arcade, casinos, bowling centers, 
and skiing facilities combined.10 This generated $122.6 billion in economic output, 1.1 
million jobs, and $18.2 billion in state, local, and federal tax revenue. Of the 71 million 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
8 Cordell, H. Ken, Betz, Carter J., Fly, J. Mark, Mou, Shela, and Green, Gary T. “How Do Americans View 
Wilderness: A Wilderness Research Report in the IRIS Series.” United States Department of Agriculture 
(2008).  
 
9 Nash, Roderick F. “Wild World” in Keeping the Wild: Against the Domestication of Earth, edited by 
Wuerthner, George, Crist, Eileen, and Butler, Tom. Washington DC: Island Press, 2014. Pg. 183. 
 
10 Leonard, Jerry. “Wildlife Watching in the US: The Economic Impacts on National and State Economies 
in 2006.” Arlington, VA: Addendum to the 2006 National Survey of Fishing, Hunting, and Wildlife-
Associated Recreation, US Fish and Wildlife Service (2008). Pg. 10.  
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people who watched wildlife, 95% did so within one mile of home.11 Additionally, these 
numbers do not include the zoo industry, or the exotic pet industry, both of which provide 
Americans the opportunity to view wildlife without any pretense or convincing allusion 
of wildness.  
This raises questions about the value of wilderness. Is there any intrinsic value in 
wild spaces and species? Are captivity programs sufficient (and acceptable) as long as 
they maintain the existence of species? Answers to both of these questions are polarizing 
among scientists, activists, and lawmakers. In her book Loving Animals: Toward a New 
Animal Advocacy, Kathy Rudy argues for the possibility of preserving species through 
private ownership. She provides a self-proclaimed controversial thesis: “that some 
animals are generally better off when they are enmeshed with and connected to humans 
who work with them, advocate for their well-being, and love them.”12 Rudy’s argument 
deals mostly with large carnivores, and redefines the distinction between ‘domesticated’ 
and ‘wild.’13 She uses the questions ‘Are they happy?’ and ‘Are we safe?’ as a measure 
of the strength of an animal advocacy.  
These two questions, particularly the second, summarize the American approach 
to handling animals, whether they be domestic or wild. For example, consider the viral 
story of Arturo, a polar bear in an Argentinian zoo that appeared to be depressed. The 
apparent sadness of the bear prompted a petition to remove him to better conditions that 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
11 Ibid. pg. 3.  
	  
12 Rudy, Kathy. Loving Animals: Towards a New Animal Advocacy. Minneapolis, MN: University of 
Minnesota Press (2011). Pg. 112. 
 
13 Ibid. Rudy. The majority of Rudy’s book discusses the food industry and humans’ relationships with 
smaller domesticated animals. However, her chapter ‘Where the Wild Things Ought to be’ focuses on large 
carnivores, and is most relevant to this paper. 
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gained half a million signatures. Even Newt Gingrich got involved.14 It is not unusual for 
Americans to take an interest in the wellbeing of an individual animal. Like Big Boy the 
elk, Arturo has a name. Americans are happy to champion the needs, rights, or comfort of 
animals that can be turned into a publicly owned pet. The tricky part occurs when the ‘are 
we safe?’ question gets the wrong answer. Wild animals that show any aggression 
towards people (think bears15) are quickly eliminated, often regardless of the cause of the 
behavior. Even captive animals lose their charm when they pose a threat to human safety 
(think Shamu16). This reiterates the idea that Americans like the idea of wild animals, 
especially large charismatic ones, so long as there is a limitation on wildness that leaves 
people in the dominant position. 
Americans, Animals, and Autonomy 
The ‘limitations’ on wildness raises a larger issue of people’s perceptions of 
autonomy, and speak to the idea that there is little intrinsic value in wildness, and that 
captivity may be enough to satisfy human interest in wildlife. Proponents of both wildlife 
conservation and the humane treatment of animals—domestic or wild—generally stop 
short of bestowing animals with the status of complete autonomy. As already described, 
this moment most commonly occurs when the ‘are we safe?’ question gets the wrong 
answer. However, broader norms also contribute to this psychological process. For 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
14 Astie, Pablo and Calatrava, Almudena. “Arturo, 'World's Saddest Bear,' Won't Be Moved, Argentine Zoo 
Says” Huffington Post. Mendoza, Argentina. 22 July 2014.  
 
15 Although it is increasingly a practice by federal employees to determine if an animal’s behavior was 
instinctual, often the public takes matters into their own hands to eliminate animals perceived as dangerous. 
Furthermore, threats to human safety are always given the greatest weight, even if the behavior is a result 
of human actions. For example, bears getting into garbage cans in residential areas because of increasing 
encroachment on their habitat, or because people feed them.	  	  	  
	  
16 SeaWorld’s popular Orca show resulted in numerous human injuries caused by the whales, including the 
death of trainer in 2010.  
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example, Matthew Scully’s Dominion: The Power of Man, the Suffering of Animals, and 
the Call to Mercy makes the case for more humane treatment of animals. His argument is 
based on mercy, and calls on the concept of ‘dominion,’ the term used in Genesis 1:26-28 
to describe man’s relationship with animals:  
“And God said, Let us make man in our image, after our likeness: and let them
 have dominion over the fish of the sea, and over the fowl of the air, and over the
 cattle, and over all the earth, and over every creeping thing that creepeth upon the
 earth.” 
This relationship is clearly one in which the animal is the charge and the human is 
the master—responsible for the care of the animals but as a result in control of them. The 
dual nature of the term ‘dominion’ is found in its Hebrew translation. It was used in the 
vocabulary of ancient royal politics, suggesting management, but also responsibility for 
the common good. It is also worth noting that in Genesis, the dominion of humans over 
animals is vegetarian in nature, considering humans are created on the same day as 
animals, and the vegetation created subsequently is what was allocated as food.17 
Although Matthew Scully’s argument is deeply religious, it does not take a pious person 
to realize that Judeo-Christian values are prevalent in dominant American narratives, and 
therefore it is unsurprising that Americans prefer their animals submissive. However, it is 
unfortunate that most Americans also prefer to capitalize on the docility of animals while 
neglecting the responsibilities of dominion.      
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
17	  In the King James Version, Genesis 1:29 reads “And God said, Behold, I have given you every herb 
bearing seed, which is upon the face of all the earth, and every tree, in the which is the fruit of a tree 
yielding seed; to you it shall be for meat.” The use of the term ‘meat’ for food further emphasizes the 
importance of contextualizing translations.  
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The concept of autonomy is especially important to the United States, where 
attitudes cemented in individualism are nearly equivalent American identity, dating back 
to the Declaration of Independence’s famous message on the rights of individuals.18  
Returning to the historical narrative, Americans achieved the degree of autonomy they so 
cherish today by removing autonomy from all those who stood in their way, or that they 
generally considered inferior. This included Native Americans and African Americans, 
but also extended to wildlife, and more broadly, to wild landscapes.19 Texts often 
considered ‘classics’ in the American repertoire exude individualism in their titles and 
themes—for example, Woody Guthrie’s “This Land is Your Land” (including the verse 
“this land is my land”). To suggest that wildlife should possess too great a degree of 
autonomy would contradict the roots of American individualism, and by extension, the 
dominant definition of American identity. This concept will become obvious as the 
discussion of the role of private landowners in endangered species recovery unfolds, 
because the roles these landowners take on, no matter how dedicated to the cause of the 
wild, exhibit a level of mastery over the animals they aid.  
Private Landowners’ Conceptualization of Wildlife: A Brief Look at Ted Turner 
Private individuals indirectly define Americans’ relationship with wildlife every 
day through their decisions to visit zoos, own exotic pets, visit public lands dedicated to 
the preservation of species (like National Parks and Wilderness Areas), donate to wildlife 
organizations, and lobby for legislation that directly impacts the existence of species. 
However, some individuals are actively working to redefine America’s national wildlife 
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  At the time, this meant white males.	  	  
	  
19 Examples of removing autonomy from wild landscapes would include massive logging operations 
conducted by the US Forest Service, and the Hoover Dam.  
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narrative. There is no greater example of this than media mogul and philanthropist Ted 
Turner. Of his many endeavors, including the founding of CNN, ownership of the Atlanta 
Braves, and a one billion dollar donation to the United Nations, none are as personally 
significant as his interest in rejuvenating and remolding America’s relationship with 
wildlife. The title of his authorized biography, Last Stand: Ted Turner’s Quest To Save a 
Troubled Planet rings of romantic notions of the American West, and the story it details 
displays a strong intent to transform mythical understandings of wildlife into truth. 
Turner’s wildlife activism began with a misguided attempt to release a cougar and 
bears into the Florida wilderness.20 It has since grown into an operation that involves 
nearly 2 million acres of land, a bison herd approximately 50,000 strong, and numerous 
imperiled species recovery projects.21 The bison operation is the heart of Turner’s attempt 
to influence America’s wildlife narrative. When Turner redirected his attention to the 
West as the site of his next creative and business endeavor, his decision to place bison on 
his ranches instead of cattle was intentional. Journalist and author Todd Wilkinson noted 
of his first interview with Turner: “He lamented how the American frontier had been 
transformed and tamed in less than 150 years.”22 However, Wilkinson is clear in his 
explanation: Turner’s decision to raise bison had far more than existential value. The 
decision was also one of biological viability and business savvy. Bison are hardier than 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
20 Wilkinson, Todd. Last Stand: Ted Turner’s Quest to Save a Troubled Planet. Guilford, CT: Lyons Press 
(2013). Prologue  
 
21 Turner Ranches.” Turner Enterprises, Inc. Retrieved from: http://www.tedturner.com/turner-ranches/ 
	  
22 ibid. Wilkinson. Pg. 21.  
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their cattle counterparts, more equipped to handle the western landscape, and their meat 
is healthier for human consumption.23   
This is the brilliance of Turner’s conservation efforts. Each ranch is what Mike 
Phillips, Executive Director of the Turner Endangered Species Fund, frequently calls 
“wild, working landscapes.” This is because to the greatest extent possible, the bison and 
other animals that find habitat on the ranch are left to their own devices. For example, 
Turner, who has a great interest in predators and houses at least two wolf packs on his 
properties, has a policy that ranch personnel are not to interfere with predators who target 
bison. This is the ‘wild’ element of Turner’s private landscapes. The ‘working’ aspect of 
the landscape is derived from the fact that the ranches support numerous outfitting 
operations, supported by elk, deer, and other species that use the ranches for habitat. The 
bison operation feeds a restaurant chain—Ted’s Montana Grill—with forty-seven 
locations nationwide. Turner and his team have managed to combine capitalism—
arguably one of America’s favorite ‘values’—with his fascination with the wild. He is 
changing the story of the American buffalo by physically reintroducing the species into 
people’s lives, by way of their diet, and by increasing the visibility of the image of the 
bison as a living and viable species, rather than a relic of the past. However, not all 
people agree with Ted Turner’s methods. Many western cattle ranchers and other 
landowners see Turner as an eccentric outsider, and are especially angered by his 
predator-friendly policies. This evidences a hard truth for wildlife activists and 
Americans who are generally fascinated by wildlife: many of the people least enchanted 
by wildlife are those who experience species in their wildest, most natural state. To them, 
species like wolves are a serious nuisance that can cost them significantly. In reality, they 
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are the people most familiar with the real historical American wildlife narrative—and 
they support it. A more thorough analysis of Ted Turner’s operation, and how he 
exemplifies the evolving role of private landowners in endangered species recovery, will 
take place in a later chapter. 
Moving the Narrative in the Direction of Species Conservation    
The American wildlife narrative sits at a crossroads. There is no doubt that our 
skewed understanding of the role of wildlife in American history impacts how we handle 
wildlife issues today. While many Americans have no problem continuing the pattern of 
containment of wildlife—where the human is clearly the master of the animal—many 
people have evolved this relationship in their minds to see the role as one of 
guardianship. In the case of the bull elk in Boulder, the outrage of the community seemed 
to be born of shock that a person considered a protective figure killed an animal 
considered part of the community, and under its care. However, the viability of species 
cannot depend on occasional outrage sparked by the victimization of a single animal. 
Americans have to change their understanding of wildlife to think about the health of 
entire populations, and of ecosystems. Americans should also progress to include a more 
accurate memory of past treatment of wildlife, so that a greater sense of responsibility for 
the future of species is developed. The United States did take a first step in this direction 
with the passage of the Endangered Species Act nearly fifty years ago. The next chapter 
will discuss the history of the Act, its implications for the American wildlife narrative, 
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CHAPTER TWO: The Endangered Species Act and Its Relationship with Private 
Landowners 
 
Why should Americans be concerned with imperiled species in the first place? Why 
did the United States decide to pass some of the most comprehensive species protection 
legislation in history? Outlining the contents of the Endangered Species Act requires a 
brief initial understanding of human involvement in the endangerment and extinction of 
species. Until nearly the end of the 18th century, the popular notion was that: “There is 
only one kind of animal—those that exist.”24 The discovery of the remains of extinct 
megafauna like mastodons and mammoths alerted scientific communities and the general 
public to the dynamic nature of the animal kingdom. Specifically, these discoveries 
normalized the idea that some species that existed in the past do not exist now, and 
species that exist now may not exist in the future.25 Since then it has become widely 
understood by scientific communities that current extinctions are occurring at a far more 
rapid rate than historic trends suggest, and that this increase in extinctions is linked to the 
stress caused by human impacts. In the United States, the near extinction of the bison, 
whooping crane, and the bald eagle brought species imperilment into greater public 
prominence. The decline in bald eagle populations was particularly significant for two 
reasons. First, because as our national bird and national animal, the bald eagle is 
exceptionally recognizable due to its presence on federal documents and other patriotic 
images. Second, because the endangerment of the species was limited to the geographic 
area of the United States. This placed the responsibility of the birds’ endangerment 
squarely on the American public, the very people who assigned the species symbolic 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
24  Kolbert, Elizabeth. The Sixth Extinction: An Unnatural History. New York: Henry Holt and Company, 
(2014). Pg. 24  
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power.26 These specific cases, as well as growing concerns voiced by scientists and 
conservationists catalyzed the writing of the Endangered Species Act. Although previous 
wildlife protection laws did exist in the United States, the Endangered Species Act 
represented the most significant decision on the part of Americans to protect wildlife.  
A Brief Outline of the Endangered Species and its Contents  
  
President Richard Nixon signed the Endangered Species Act into law on December 
28, 1973. The intention of the Act was to prevent further extinctions of species given the 
increased endangerment of animals caused by human impacts. Administered by the 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service and the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administrations, the Act includes 18 sections.27 Species are given a priority ranking on a 
scale of 1-18 based on factors including degree of concern and recovery potential.28 The 
Act defines specific causes of imperilment necessary for a species to be listed, including 
destruction of habitat, overutilization for human purposes, disease or predation, and 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
26 Over thirty years before the Endangered Species Act, the Bald Eagle Protection Act of 1940 placed the 
eagle under safeguards similar to those offered by the ESA. The publication of Silent Spring by Rachel 
Carson drew additional attention to the harmful impact of DDT on the birds. This arguably contributed to 
the passage of the ESA, which extended additional protections to the eagle.  
 
27 “Endangered Species Act of 1973.” United States Fish and Wildlife Service, Department of Interior. 
Washington DC, 1973. (Section 2) Findings, purpose, and policy, (Section 3), Definitions, (Section 4), 
Determination of endangered species and threatened species, (Section 5) Land acquisition, (Section 6), 
Cooperation with the states, (Section 7) Interagency cooperation, (Section 8) International cooperation, 
(Section 9) Prohibited Acts, (Section 10) Exceptions, (Section 11) Penalties and enforcement, (Section 12) 
Endangered Plants, (Section 13) Conforming amendments, (Section 14) Repealer, (Section 15) 
Authorization of appropriations, (Section 16) Effective date, (Section 17) Marine Mammal Protection of 
1972, (Section 18) Annual Cost Analysis of Fish and Wildlife Service. 
 
28 Anderson, Stanley H. “The Evolution of the Endangered Species Act” in Private Property and the 
Endangered Species Act. Edited by Shrogen, Jason F. Austin: University of Texas Press, (1998). Pg. 21-22.  
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absence of regulatory mechanisms to prevent the decline or degradation of habitat or 
other natural or human made factors.29  
Several of these sections directly impact private landowners.30 Some sections set 
restrictions to aid species recovery, while others attempt to offset these restrictions to 
encourage compliance. For example, probably the most relevant section for private 
landowners is Section Nine, because it prohibits the ‘taking’ of any species listed as 
endangered. This includes (but is not limited to) possessing, trading, selling, harming, or 
killing a specimen.31 This regulation clearly creates limitations on economic 
opportunities made possible by animals. Section Ten exemplifies how the Act attempts to 
alleviate limitations placed on private landowners. It is designed to allow exemptions to 
Section Nine, and therefore is relevant to private landowners who have a vested interest 
in activities that directly or indirectly involve ‘taking’ a species.32 In the following part of 
this chapter, an overview of the regulations applicable to private landowners and the 
mechanisms in place to mitigate opportunity costs and incentivize best practices will be 
provided.   
Critical Habitat 
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
29 Ibid. Anderson. Pg. 19.  
 
30 It is important to make a distinction between private individuals and private landowners here. While the 
regulations set forth by the Endangered Species Act apply to all individuals, private landowners are 
uniquely impacted by regulations that might affect land use opportunities. This paper deals with a specific 
group of property owners who possess significant land capital. Their wealth heightens the impact of 
imperiled species recovery both in terms of the opportunity costs associated with ESA compliance and the 
potential to participate in recovery programs through the donation of physical habitat.  
 
31 Ibid. Endangered Species Act of 1973” Pg. 25.  
 
32 Anderson, Stanley H. “The Evolution of the Endangered Species Act” in Private Property and the 
Endangered Species Act. Edited by Shrogen, Jason F. Austin: University of Texas Press, (1998). Pg. 16-18.  
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Section Four of the Endangered Species Act stipulates that when a species is 
listed, a ‘critical habitat’ should be designated for the species.33 The designated area will 
not necessarily encompass a species’ entire range, and animals that do not live within the 
critical habitat are still afforded the same protection as any member of the listed species. 
The land designated as critical habitat may be public or private. However, the only way a 
critical habitat designation will impact the operations of a private landowner is if he or 
she is conducting activities that require any type of federal permit.34 If this is the case, 
then the landowner may find it is necessary to take extra steps to ensure the species is not 
harmed. Otherwise, they may not be granted permits. It is noteworthy that the critical 
habitat by no means offers the endangered species a guaranteed sanctuary, because 
economic considerations are taken into account when determining and revising critical 
habitats:  
“The Secretary shall designate critical habitat, and make revisions thereto…on the 
basis of the best scientific data available, and after taking into consideration the 
economic impact…The Secretary may exclude any area from critical habitat.”35  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
33	  “Endangered Species Act of 1973.” United States Fish and Wildlife Service, Department of Interior. 
Washington DC, 1973. Pg. 4-5.  
	  
34	  Turner, John F. and Rylander, Jason C. “The Private Lands Challenge: Integrating Biodiversity 
Conservation and Private Property.” in Private Property and the Endangered Species Act. Edited by 
Shrogen, Jason F. Austin: University of Texas Press, (1998). Pg. 110.  
	  
35	  “Endangered Species Act of 1973.” United States Fish and Wildlife Service, Department of Interior. 
Washington DC, 1973. Pg. 5. Like much of the Act, the criteria for ‘economic impact’ in the context of 
Critical Habitat Designation is vague, and therefore open to broad interpretation. The Act also cites 
‘national security, and any other relevant impact’ as causes for exclusion. The Act does state that if failure 
to designate the impacted areas will result in extinction, the interests of the species take precedent. Section 
Ten does specifically outline criteria for the undue economic hardship that must be demonstrated to obtain 
an ‘incidental taking’ permit.  
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Because of this, external pressures—often related to economic development, whether 
public or private, have the potential to impact a critical habitat designation in a manner 
that is not favorable to the species. This is problematic because it sets a precedent for 
valuing economic interests over species’ interests. By prioritizing economic interests, this 
point in the legislation enables a system of valuation that extends beyond legal 
implications—because it suggests to private landowners that species are not necessarily 
as valuable as the opportunity costs that result from their protection. By legally qualifying 
arguments that rely heavily on financial implications, intrinsic valuation of species is 
discouraged. This has consequences beyond critical habitat designation, including a more 
hierarchical approach to species recovery programs, where efforts are focused on 
economically valued species rather than species at the greatest risk or of the greatest 
ecological importance.  
Safe Harbor and Candidate Conservation Agreements 
Safe Harbor Agreements are made between private landowners and the Fish and 
Wildlife Service. They are intended to encourage landowners to enhance or maintain 
habitat that may be suitable for imperiled species.36 Through the establishment of a Safe 
Harbor Agreement, if a landowner takes the aforementioned steps, it provides an 
assurance that, in the future, he or she will be permitted ‘incidental takings’ by the Fish 
and Wildlife Service. This guarantees a reduction in liability for private landowners who 
are interested in participating in endangered species recovery, but may choose to do 
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Washington DC, 2013.  
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something different with their land in the future.37 Safe Harbor Agreements are attractive 
to landowners because they will often be provided with technical assistance and cost 
sharing. However, even with cost sharing, the lack of financial incentives attached to  
Safe Harbor agreements is a shortcoming.38 Candidate Conservation Agreements are 
similarly structured to Safe Harbor Agreements, but instead target species that are 
threatened or whose listing is proposed.39 These incentive programs highlight the 
importance and feasibility of establishing partnerships between public entities and private 
landowners interested in imperiled species protection and recovery. Safe Harbor 
Agreements should be viewed as a base line for the immense potential of such 
partnerships, because the philosophy the incentive program encourages is proactive and 
encourages best practices, rather than waiting until a species is already imperiled. Using 
this philosophy, future partnerships and private landowner recovery efforts could be even 
more proactive by increasing their best land management practices, and exploring 
possibilities of actively hosting recovery programs.   
Incidental Takings and Habitat Conservation Plans 
As mentioned at the beginning of this chapter, Section Ten of the Endangered 
Species Act allows for exceptions to Section Nine, by enabling private landowners to 
apply for ‘incidental takings’ permits through the US Fish and Wildlife Service or the 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
37 Turner, John F. and Rylander, Jason C. “The Private Lands Challenge: Integrating Biodiversity 
Conservation and Private Property.” in Private Property and the Endangered Species Act. Edited by 
Shrogen, Jason F. Austin: University of Texas Press, (1998). Pg. 102-103.  
	  
38 “Incentives for Biodiversity Conservation: An Ecological and Economic Assessment.” Defenders of 
Wildlife, Washington DC (2006).  Pg. 28-29.  
 
39 “Candidate Conservation: The Candidate Conservation Process.” United States Fish and Wildlife. 
Washington DC, 2013.   
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National Marine Fisheries Service.40 To do so, the applicant must submit a Habitat 
Conservation Plan. The HCP must describe anticipated effects of incidental takings, 
explain why other options that do not involve incidental takings are not viable, and 
demonstrate what efforts will be made to be mitigate or diminish future takings, and how 
the plan will be funded.41 A ‘No Surprises’ clause also exists, which stipulates that if a 
landowner files a plan for incidental takings, but the needs of the species change, the 
landowner is at no further obligation to meet those needs.42  A Habitat Conservation Plan 
can be used for already listed species, non-listed species, and candidate species. 
Furthermore, although the HCPs are generally focused on a single species, the plans are 
often environmentally and multi-species beneficial.43  Like Safe Harbor Agreements, 
‘Incidental Takings’ permit allows private landowners to continue otherwise lawful 
activities on their lands while encouraging land management that benefit species. The 
process of writing a Habitat Conservation Plan is also constructive because it requires 
private landowners to explore alternatives to land use policies that are harmful. This is 
helpful because landowners’ initial resistance to imperiled species assistance may 
sometimes be born of a disinterest in changing current practices. So long as programs like 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
40 Anderson, Stanley H. “The Evolution of the Endangered Species Act” in Private Property and the 
Endangered Species Act. Edited by Shrogen, Jason F. Austin: University of Texas Press, (1998). Pg. 16-18.  
	  
41 “Endangered Species Act of 1973.” United States Fish and Wildlife Service, Department of Interior. 
Washington DC, 1973. Pg. 28. Mitigation might include activities that have no direct impact on the land or 
species involved, including conservation banking.  
 
42  Shrogen, Jason F. (ed.) Private Property and the Endangered Species Act. Austin: University of Texas 
Press, (1998). Pg. 5.  
 
43 Turner, John F. and Rylander, Jason C. “The Private Lands Challenge: Integrating Biodiversity 
Conservation and Private Property.” in Private Property and the Endangered Species Act. Edited by 
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Habitat Conservation Plans and Incidental Takings Permits maintain integrity in the 
review process, they offer the opportunity for private landowners to take positive 
initiatives towards imperiled species conservation.  
Looking Forward from the Act 
 
The Endangered Species Act was passed by an overwhelming majority—by margins 
rarely seen on any issue—in both the House of Representatives and the Senate. The 
popularity of the Act is fascinating, because such strong support for an environmental 
matter does not often occur. Arguably, attachment to a national narrative that cherishes 
the wild played a role in the Act’s success. However, it also signified a willingness on the 
part of the public to take actions that demonstrate a far greater valuation of wildlife than 
most Americans had historically exhibited. This is best exemplified in the language of the 
Act, which state that intention: “was to halt and reverse the trend toward species 
extinction, whatever the cost” (emphasis added).44 The Endangered Species Act certainly 
has costs attached to its mission. Expenditures from transaction fees for legal work and 
permit applications, the opportunity costs for restricted land use, and public expenditures 
on species protection in place of other programs certainly exist and add up.45 However, 
the Act represented a definitive move in the American wildlife narrative, and the 
mechanisms discussed help to uphold that change in narrative. The mechanisms guide 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
44 United States Supreme Court. “Tennessee Valley Authority v. Hill.”  No 76-1701 (1978) 437 U.S. 153.  
 
45 Shogren, Jason F. and Hayward, Patricia H. “Biological Effectiveness and Economic Impacts of the 
Endangered Species Act” in Private Property and the Endangered Species Act. Edited by Shrogen, Jason 
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landowners to make decisions that are beneficial both in terms of land management and 
the protection of species.46 
Still, looking forward from the Act, it is important to keep in mind that while 
regulations prevent damage, incentives promote restoration and recovery through 
practices that maintain intact habitats.47 Legal incentives are certainly an effective route 
to encourage a wide variety of private landowners to maintain their property in such a 
way that species can thrive. However, attaching the processes of the Endangered Species 
Act to private economic interests is cause for concern, because it undermines the public 
nature of wildlife. It also threatens enabling public complicity in ignoring the ecological 
goals of the Act, which are outlined as its primary purpose and foundation, in favor of 
private interests. There is nothing inherently wrong with private individuals utilizing the 
mechanism made available to them by the Act. The problem lies in the way Act legally 
promotes economic value over ecology. Less definitive incentives that involve the risks 
of business could further the recovery of species. In other words, landowners—especially 
those with considerable preexisting capital—might find that participating in imperiled 
species recovery programs can garner both intrinsic and financial values. While doing so 
could still encourage prioritizing species based on economics, it would at least places the 
burden of using such a system on private citizens, not on public institutions. This is 
preferable because the rightness or wrongness of an individual’s conservation choices is 
much easier to rectify a narrative and consequences that a national policy could generate.  
In the chapter that follows, examples will be used to demonstrate how private landowners 
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can participate in imperiled species recovery programs in a manner that is financially 
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CHAPTER THREE: When Conservation Meets Capitalism: How Private 
Landowners Can Garner Financial Benefits Through Imperiled Species Recovery 
Program Participation 
 
The interests of imperiled species and the interests of private landowners are not 
always at odds with one another. Financial and economic interests of private landowners 
are the most commonly cited cause for concern. However, although the regulations 
established by the Endangered Species Act can create opportunity costs for landowners, 
some imperiled species recovery programs also create the opportunity for landowners to 
combine conservation and capitalism. This is because imperiled species might sometimes 
possess value that are not purely intrinsic. In other words, sometimes the very presence of 
a healthy species population is enough to generate some form of market value. For 
private landowners, such unique opportunities are generated through factors like the 
ability to regulate access to private lands, issue hunting permits, to market the rarity of 
the species or to create other wildlife-associated recreation opportunities. In the sections 
that follows, evidence for the potential for certain species to generate market value will 
be provided, first from the perspective of local economies, then from the perspective of 
the outfitting business, and finally from the perspective of a private landowner. 
The Impact of Wolf Reintroduction on the Greater Yellowstone Area 
One of the best-documented examples of the economic impact of an endangered 
species recovery program is the Greater Yellowstone Area and the reintroduction of gray 
wolves into Yellowstone National Park.48 A study conducted by the University of 
Montana’s Department of Mathematical Sciences demonstrated the impacts the recovery 
of an imperiled species can have on a local economy. Ten years following the 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
48	  The Greater Yellowstone Area (GYA) refers to a seventeen county area surrounding Yellowstone 
National Park, including counties in Wyoming, Montana, and Idaho.	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reintroduction of wolves into Yellowstone National Park, the species reached populations 
considered ‘recovered.’ The same year that wolf populations reached recovery numbers, 
this study showed that the presence of wolves did impact the Greater Yellowstone 
Region, primarily through non-residents traveling to Yellowstone National Park with the 
intention or hope of seeing a wolf. For example, in the winter and summer of 2005, 
approximately 19.2% and 24% of visitors to Yellowstone National Park purchased wolf-
related items.49 In the fall of the same year, 4.95% of visits to the Park were attributed to 
the presence of wolves.50 Overall, this generated an additional net economic value to 
visitors of between $18.3 and $30.6 million. Outside of the Park, the study found that 
$22.5 million in non-resident spending in the Greater Yellowstone Area could be directly 
attributed to the presence of wolves in the park.51 Using a confidence interval of 95%, the 
study estimates that annual spending directly attributed to wolves falls within the range of 
$14.5-$30.6 million. This data does not speak directly to the idea that private landowners 
can financially benefit from participating in endangered species recovery programs. 
Instead, it provides evidence that endangered species can generate value that is not 
strictly intrinsic.52  
Landowners and Oregon’s Columbian Whitetail Deer 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
49	  Duffield, John; Neher, Chris; and Patterson, David. “Wolves and People in Yellowstone: Impacts on the 
Regional Economy.” Prepared for Yellowstone Park Foundation. Missoula: University of Montana 
Department of Mathematical Sciences, (2006). Pg. 39.   
	  
50	  Ibid.	  49	  
	  
51	  Ibid.	  50-­‐52	  
	  
52	  Although the presence of wolves has contributed to park visitation and spending within the Greater 
Yellowstone Area, it is still important to take into consideration the costs associated with the presence of 
wolves, with particular attention to livestock predation and big game hunting opportunities. However, most 
of the estimates of these impacts are consistent with or fall below the expected results.  	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The US Fish and Wildlife Service federally listed the Columbian Whitetail Deer 
as an endangered species in 1968. The listing followed the species’ range reduction to a 
population limited to islands and a small tract of land in mainland Washington state.  A 
population in Douglas County, Oregon was discovered in 1978. After intensive 
management including the establishment of the North Bank Habitat Management Area, 
the US Fish and Wildlife Service delisted the Douglas County population of Columbian 
Whitetail Deer in 2003 (the state of Oregon delisted the population several years prior to 
this).53 The delisting of the Columbian Whitetail Deer spurred market value potential for 
private landowners in Douglas County that benefitted both the landowners and the 
species. The dual nature of these benefits is derived from outfitting opportunities, which 
rely on the continuing existence of a stable population while capitalizing on the 
opportunity to market rare hunting opportunities. Prior to the 2003 delisting, Columbian 
Whitetail Deer were viewed as pests by most private landowners in the region. The range 
of the Columbian Whitetail Deer consists of largely agricultural lands, and the federally 
protected status of the species left Oregonian ranchers vulnerable to the crop damage 
caused by their presence. The delisting has changed the perception of the Columbian 
Whitetail Deer from an uncontrollable pest to a potentially profitable venture.  
In 2005, the first limited hunt of the Douglas County population of Columbian 
Whitetail Deer took place. This hunt was on private lands only, and required hunters to 
apply for a tag. In 2006, the first public hunt was held. Annual public hunts have 
continued since, with approximately 20 tags issued each year. However, the benefits to 
private landowners garnered from the recovery of the Douglas County population are 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
53	  “Columbia White-tailed Deer.” Last updated November 26, 2013. 
http://www.fws.gov/oregonfwo/Species/Data/ColumbianWhiteTailedDeer/ 
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primarily through Landowner Preference tags. Landowner Preference Tags are issued to 
private landowners who possess at least forty acres. Each landowner receives two tags; 
approximately 60-90 tags are issued each year. Many landowners sell their tags either 
directly to hunters or through outfitters.54  
An example of this set-up is Western Oregon Outfitters. Western Oregon 
Outfitters owns approximately 5,100 acres and leases an additional 4,900. Because of 
this, they qualify for the Landowner Preference Tags, and therefore can guarantee tags 
for customers rather than waiting for the customers to draw a tag through the public hunt. 
Western Oregon Outfitters cited the rarity of the Columbian Whitetail Deer as a 
marketing success. Douglas County’s status as the only location where Columbian 
Whitetail Deer hunting is legal, and the limited number of public permits, contributes to 
this rarity value. The owner of Western Oregon Outfitters indicated that the ability to sell 
Columbian Whitetail hunting opportunities has had a positive impact on the business, 
generating reliable income and increasing the overall profits of the enterprise.55 Another 
outfitting business in Douglas County (Fins and Feathers) sells Columbian Whitetail 
Deer hunting opportunities for twice the amount of common Blacktail Deer hunting 
opportunities.56 Western Oregon Outfitters also plays an active role in supporting the 
habitat of Columbian Whitetail deer, including: “plant feed plots, clear out unnecessary 
fencing to reduce entanglement, build new fencing ‘deer friendly’, dig and maintain 
water holes, and when legal, feed the deer an 18% protein pellet to maintain body 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
54 Tom Lum (Oregon Department of Fish and Game) in discussion with Author, July 2014 
 
55 David Trinchero (Owner, Western Oregon Outfitters), email message to author, July 11, 2014. 
 
56 “Rates.” Accessed June 16, 2014. http://columbiawhitetaildeer.com/pages/ffrates.htm 
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weights, inhibit better antler growth, as well as increase milk production for the does to 
feed to their fawns.  We work year-round to improve and maintain our habitats.”57 
A number of initial conclusions regarding the market value potential of imperiled 
species can be drawn from the instance of the Columbian Whitetail Deer. First, the 
market value opportunity generated by the recovery of the Douglas County population of 
Columbian Whitetail Deer is due, at least in part, to the exclusive nature of the location’s 
hunting opportunities. The market values will likely decrease over time in the event the 
species becomes more common. Second, it is in the interest of landowners to maintain 
habitats that support the population of Columbian Whitetail Deer. According to Todd 
Lum, from Oregon’s Department of Fish and Wildlife, this usually involves minimal 
effort or financial investment on the part of the landowners, because in most instances 
their land is already highly suitable for the deer population. Third, it is in the interest of 
private landowners to sell their Landowner Preference tags either directly to hunters, or 
through a partnership with local outfitters. For the purpose of this chapter, the most 
important conclusion to takeaway from the Columbian Whitetail Deer is the important 
role private landowners can play in the recovery of species—and that these landowners 
can reap benefits of their efforts. However, the long-term viability of such a partnership 
between landowners and species, due to a decline in rarity value, should not be 
disregarded. The necessity of combining intrinsic value with market value when 
involving private landowners will be discussed in the conclusion of this thesis.  
Ted Turner and the Turner Endangered Species Fund 
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Although thus far Ted Turner has been described as a ‘conservation capitalist,’ his 
business ventures and philanthropic interests are vast and extend far beyond the realm of 
endangered species. In fact, Turner is probably best known as a media mogul, credited 
with launching the concepts of a superstation and a twenty-four hour news network. 
Some of his other business ventures include owning the Atlanta Braves, Atlanta Hawks, 
and co-owning the restaurant chain Ted’s Montana Grill. His philanthropic efforts 
support a range of issues, and include the Nuclear Threat Initiative, the Turner 
Foundation, the Captain Planet Foundation, the United Nations Foundation, and the 
Turner Endangered Species Fund.58  
Many of these efforts are centered on environmental issues including clean energy 
and environmental education. However, the work of the Turner Endangered Species Fund 
is most relevant to understanding how Turner exemplifies the possibility of private 
landowners positively contributing to imperiled species recovery programs. Founded in 
1997 by Mike Phillips and the Turner Family, TESF works to protect species that are 
listed under the Endangered Species Act.59 TESF partners with public and private entities 
to provide funding, technical and expert support, and physical habitat for species 
including the Chiricahua Leopard Frog, Gopher Tortoise, Prairie Dog, Red-Cockaded 
Woodpecker, Northern Rocky Mountains Gray Wolf, Mexican Wolf, Cutthroat Trout, 
Chupadera Springsnail, Bolson Tortoise, Black-footed Ferret, Aplamado Falcon, Wild 
Plains Bison, Western Pearlshell Mussel, Southern Rocky Mountains Gray Wolf, and 
Desert Bighorn Sheep. The majority of these recovery projects were located on one or 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
58 The Turner Foundation has granted over $358 million in grants to a wide variety of organizations, and 
Turner has pledged $1 billion to the United Nations Foundation 
 
59 Turner Biodiversity Divisions works with species considered slightly less at risk than those handled by 
TESF.	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more of Turner’s properties, particularly in the American southwest at the Vermejo and 
Armendaris ranches. In the section that follows, the Desert Bighorn Sheep project will 
exemplify how Turner’s contribution of physical habitat and support enabled an 
imperiled species recovery program to generate potential market value for a private 
landowner.60  
The Turner Endangered Species Fund and Desert Bighorn Sheep 
The Turner Endangered Species Fund’s Desert Bighorn Sheep recovery program 
provides evidence that the recovery of imperiled species can generate reliable market 
value. In 1995, a collaborative project was initiated between the Turner Endangered 
Species Fund, New Mexico Game and Fish, Wild Sheep Foundation (formerly known as 
the Foundation for North American Wild Sheep), the National Fish and Wildlife 
Foundation, the Oregon Zoo, and Furman University.61 The Turner Endangered Species 
Fund spearheaded the project by providing habitat in the Fra Cristobal Mountains of New 
Mexico, located on Ted Turner’s private property, the Armendaris Ranch. TESF also 
offered technical support including population monitoring through boots on the ground 
and remote technology approaches, and predator control.62 A total of 44 sheep were 
released during the course of the program, and the growth of the herd eventually enabled 
New Mexico Game and Fish to utilize it as a ‘seed’ population elsewhere in the state. The 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
60 I gathered this information throughout the course of my internships. However, most of it can also be 
found online at the TESF website.  
 
61	  In	  addition	  to	  considering	  the	  degree	  of	  a	  species	  endangerment,	  the	  viability	  of	  recovery,	  and	  
economic	  factors,	  TESF	  makes	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  on	  what	  recovery	  programs	  to	  initiate	  based	  on	  the	  species	  
presence	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  lands.	  	  
	  
62	  “Desert Bighorn Sheep.” Accessed June 10, 2014. http://tesf.org/project/desert-bighornsheep/. The 
primary predator of desert bighorn sheep is the mountain lion 
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project led to successful reestablishment of the Desert Bighorn Sheep, leading to their 
delisting as an endangered species in 2011.63  
In the subsequent year, trophy hunts of rams commenced. Because of the role the 
Turner Endangered Species Fund played in the recovery program partnership, Turner 
Enterprises is entitled to issue permits each year. Through marketing by word-of mouth, 
networking with outfitters, and exhibiting at hunting shows, TEI has successfully issued 
permits for the last three years.64 The table at the end of this section depicts the revenue 
garnered from these trophy hunts between the years of 2012-2014. Initial financial 
investments made by Turner Enterprises, Inc. are estimated at $462,650. As of 2014, the 
differential between recovered and invested funds was -$56,150, with expectations of a 
differential of +$70,000-90,000 after 2015. In their summary, TEI commented that the 
returns from hunting permits could “easily support studies to ensure the persistence of 
sheep and important ecological processes like predation.”65 The results of the Desert 
Bighorn Sheep recovery program demonstrate that imperiled species recovery can 
generate market value, which, in turn, can directly benefit a single private landowner (in 





	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
63	  Mike Phillips (Director of the Turner Endangered Species Fund) in discussion with author, July 2014.  
	  
64	  Neil Lawson, email message to Mike Phillips and author, July 7, 2014 
	  
65	  Neil Lawson, Turner Ranch Outfitting in email message to Mike Phillips, July 7, 2014. 
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Summary of Revenue Drawn by TEI from Desert Bighorn Sheep Hunting  
Year Number of 
Permits 
Permit Value Turner 
Enterprises, 
Inc. Outfitting 
Public Hunters  
Total Revenue  
2012 1 Youth $55,000 $10,500 (one 
public hunter) 
$121,500* 
2 Regular $50,000; 
$61,000 
2013 1 Youth $34,000 -- $135,000* 
2 Regular $70,000; 
$65,000 
2014 1 Youth $40,000 -- $150,000* 
2 Regular $75,000; 
$75,000 
Source: numbers provided by Neil Lawson, Turner Ranch Outfitting in email message to Mike Phillips, 
July 7, 2014. 
*The Revenue totals do not include the youth permit because these values are designated to the Wild Sheep 
Foundation and Beau Turner Youth Conservation Center.  
 
Marketing Rarity to Increase Imperiled Species Value Potential  
 
Landowners with significant natural resources may already posses the potential to 
generate income from their property through the utilization of species, imperiled or not. 
For example, a 2007 internal report by Turner Enterprises found that Turner’s Montana 
ranches could generate an additional annual income of $59,200 to $68,300 through fee-
fishing programs.66 The projections of nine scenarios took into account program 
management, target angler, and degree of usage (accommodation, rod days, etc.).67 Most 
importantly, the projections took into account the mission of Turner Enterprises to 
manage properties in an environmentally sensitive manner, meaning viability of the 
proposed fee-fishing programs was partially calculated based on sustaining the health of 
the fish populations. The projections did not, however, take into consideration the 
marketing opportunity presented by the presence of Westslope Cutthroat Trout on Turner 
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  Kruse, Carter. TESF Internal Report on Fishing Activities on the Flying D Ranch pg. 8  
 
67 ibid. Pg. 2	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Properties. It is possible that through targeted marketing that emphasized the rarity of the 
species, angling fees could be set at a higher price compared to opportunities that do not 
include access to such species. A study analyzing the extinction risk generated by the 
rarity-high value correlation demonstrated that a species’ perceived rare status increases 
the market value potential of the species. Officially labeled rarity through institutions like 
the Convention on International Trade of Endangered Species further heightens this 
market value potential. For example, butterfly, insect, mollusk shell, exotic pet dealers, 
and bird egg collectors were willing to pay higher amounts based on the rarity of 
compared to other factors like size. Similarly, trophy-hunting prices showed that 
regardless of size, the more rare the species, the higher the value.68 It is also important to 
note that landowners like Turner, who already possess substantial capital, have the 
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  Courchamp, Franck; Angulo, Elena; Rivalan, Philippe; Hall, Richard; Signoret, Laetitia; Bull, Leigh; 
and Meinard, Yves. “Rarity Value and Species Extinction: The Anthropogenic Allee Effect.” Public 
Library of Science, 4(12), 2006. 
	  





Conclusion: The Implications of Empowering Private Landowners to Participate in 
Imperiled Species Recovery Programs 
At the conclusion of my internship at the Turner Endangered Species Fund, I was 
hopeful that I would find further examples of species with market value potential for 
private landowners. This did not prove to be the case. Although the circumstances of both 
the Desert Bighorn Sheep and the Columbia Whitetail Deer provide substantial evidence 
that private landowners directly benefitted from participating in recovery efforts, both 
cases also appear to be somewhat isolated. Although much of this essay was dedicated to 
examining how private landowners can participate in imperiled species conservation, 
interpreting the implications of involving private landowners in species conservation is 
equally important.  
Market value is limited in its effectiveness as an incentive for private landowners, 
and a focus on market value risks overshadowing the ecological importance of species. 
Furthermore, involving private landowners in species conservation facilitates interesting 
power relationships that shift the American wildlife narrative from domination to 
privatization. While privatization may result in population control through recreational 
activities, it is still preferable to domination, where total depletion of a species often 
occurs. This is because the population control that takes place under private recovery 
programs (that are still subject to public regulations) leaves a living population that is 
able to exist and procreate in a natural habitat. In other words, private landowners may 
have the capability to end the life of a single specimen, but they are only legally allowed 
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to do so if such activities do not threaten the overall viability of the species. If it did, the 
species would be relisted and protected by the Endangered Species Act. Domination 
disregards the depth and lifespan of a whole species, and certainly individual specimens. 
It is no doubt frustrating to some wildlife conservationists and animal advocates that the 
involvement of private landowners often results in interference with the species, in 
manners ranging from habitat facilitation to hunting, to eating. However, this interference 
is more desirable than ignoring the species in hopes of maintaining total wildness, which 
would likely result in more frequent extinctions. It is also more desirable than populating 
species by way of individual ownership, because sustaining the existence of species in an 
ecosystem promotes a more abundant and diverse world, which is presumably the goal of 
conservationists. It is my conclusion that private landowners should be involved in 
imperiled species recovery programs, but that any conservation effort processes should 
first and foremost take in to consideration the biological and ecological factors.      
The Limitation of Relying on Market Value Potential for Species Conservation  
 
Most species will likely not generate significant market value. As discussed in the 
introduction, the species I encountered through my internship (the Desert Bighorn Sheep 
and the Columbia Whitetail Deer) largely derived their market value from their status as 
trophy game. The markets for trophy hunting are small enough that individual private 
landowners can directly benefit through land access. However, other potential sources of 
market value—such as fur or pharmaceutical industries—would require a much greater 
scale of recovery, to the point that it is unlikely private landowners would be able to 
anticipate significant personal returns from their conservation efforts. To benefit from 
larger markets, landowners may need to look to contracts with corporations. For example, 
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a landowner might receive compensation for managing a suitable habitat for a species, 
which a business then harvests for industrial purposes. However, for business entities to 
be willing to enter such an agreement, they would likely want some level of security 
guarantee that their market will continue to exist. In other words, if a species is still 
imperiled (not necessarily listed under the Endangered Species Act, but at risk), a 
business entity might view utilizing a species with a high probability of quickly falling 
under regulations as an unwise decision. Because of this, the involvement of private 
landowners in these larger markets would likely come long after the species has 
recovered.  So although such a market might encourage land management practices 
beneficial to wildlife in general, it is limited in terms of its ability to incentivize private 
landowners to participate in imperiled species recovery programs. Market value derived 
from species conservation has the greatest potential when a private landowner anticipates 
some type of recreational activity that relies on the presence of a species.    
Determining How to Prioritize Species Conservation  
 
Private landowners with significant land capital have great opportunity to 
positively contribute to species conservation. Their ability to provide habitat continuity, 
and in some instances, technical support, puts them in an integral position in the 
conservation community. Tapping into the market value potential of imperiled species 
provides incentives to private landowners who desire a return on their investment in 
species recovery. However, placing too much emphasis on market value risks creating a 
system of prioritization that places greater value on species that possess such value. This 
is problematic because such a system does not adequately consider the ecological 
importance of a species. It is difficult to determine the best method of allocating time and 
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resources towards species conservation. Ted Turner’s team at the Turner Endangered 
Species Fund consists of biologist, zoologists, and veterinarians. Nearly all have 
extensive work experience in the public sector, and many serve as associate and research 
professors in their fields.69 This enables guided thinking by experts in wildlife who make 
conservation decisions steeped in ecological considerations, but also take the economic 
viability and potential of a project into account. However, private landowners without 
access to such experts might also be inclined to prioritize the species they find most 
appealing. Such an approach is even less objective than relying on market value.   
Privatization of Species  
 
This essay dealt primarily with private landowners who possess significant tracts 
of land, and often also personal wealth. The numbers of Americans who fall into this 
category are relatively few. Because of this, absent a significant change in public wildlife 
conservation efforts, a small number of citizens possess the ability to significantly impact 
the American wildlife narrative. Some, like Turner, clearly choose to do so, not only by 
exerting a level of control over which species receive access to suitable habitat (and 
therefore greater overall viability as a species), but by rebranding where and how 
Americans see wildlife and images of wildlife. One need look no further than Ted’s 
Montana Grill to see how Turner is taking the formerly antiquated image of an American 
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bison and inserting into American families’ meal times. However, the market value factor 
of private landowners’ interest in wildlife also facilitates private landowners ability to 
remove, or privatize, wildlife from the American narrative. This is because much of the 
market value stems from limiting who has access to a particular species.  
Land access is not the only wildlife privatization that exists. For example, in her 
chapter on wildlife in Loving Animals, Kathy Rudy discusses exotic pet ownership, which 
is certainly a form of privatization. Interestingly enough, Rudy objects to Turner’s form 
of privatization: “Moreover, in an environment where profit is a central objective, 
reintroduction of endangered species into the wild is not only extremely difficult, it is 
also counterproductive.” This is an interesting claim, because while Turner would not 
claim profit as a ‘central’ objective, it is always on the periphery, and can be effective, 
because the profits garnered from recovery efforts can be redirected towards more 
recovery efforts, or function as an incentive for others to engage in conservation 
practices. Furthermore, the use of profit as an objective is a systematic way of prioritizing 
animals and their recovery efforts. Rudy’s argument is based on changing our 
perspectives on animals to prioritize the animals we feel closest to. Put differently, we 
prioritize animals based on the animals we like the most. Both are methods of preference, 
and both accomplish similar objectives. In the end, some animals are recovered and 
valued while some remain marginalized, and the members of the species involved have 
been partially privatized. Still, the privatization of species by private landowners who 
participate in recovery programs is challenging because it is subtle.  Because of its 
subtlety, landowners privatize animals without claiming outright ownership. Private 
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access challenges the non-rivalrous, non-excludable nature of animals that leads them to 
function as public goods. 
The Continuing Necessity of the Endangered Species Act  
 
What happens to species that people do not value, intrinsically, socially, or 
economically? The animals that are valued for any of these reasons are already afforded 
the greatest protection because people have a vested interest in them. Because of this, the 
most important factors to consider when making immediate decisions about animals are 
the biological and ecological elements, and that the most effective way to take action is 
through legal channels like the Endangered Species Act. This will ensure that while we 
reshape our thinking about animals, the number of species lost in the transition period is 
minimized. Because of this, imperiled species recovery programs that involve private 
landowners should work in conjunction with federal or state entities that can provide 
external expertise, while still affording the landowners the intrinsic and market value 
derived from their participation. Doing so will shape an American wildlife narrative that 
promotes the depth and autonomy of species while enabling more Americans to 
appreciate the many values of the wild.    
Continuing Questions 
This thesis raised many ethical and cultural questions that go beyond the scope of 
the project.  I attempted to use ecological and biological factors as an anchor for 
assessing the best method of imperiled species recovery. However, even this is not 
entirely objective. For example, reconciling the positive potential of wildlife to generate 
economic benefits is not always positive from a broader environmental conservation 
perspective. For instance, although the reintroduction of wolves generated economic 
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returns for local communities through merchandising, there is no guarantee that the 
production of such trinkets was not environmentally destructive. Or, encouraging private 
landowners to participate in recovery programs because of a species’ potential to be 
consumed  (like bison) could be problematic because it promotes meat-eating culture, 
which undoubtedly has devastating consequences for the environment. Even broader 
questions about the ethics of intervening with a species are certainly valid. This thesis 
was simply intended to shed light on a new and lesser-known method of imperiled 
species recovery, and begin to explore the potential results of using such a method in the 
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